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THT “F.7ECTS CF Li\RNER INPUT ON
COMPREHENSLON AND AITITUDE TOWARD TASK

Since the early 1920's a great deal of energy has been expended on
research into the effects of teaching methods, Though insignificance has
generally characterized the results -of such research (McKeachie,1970),
educators continue to searck for more efficient instructional methodse
After half a century, the seurch is still on for an instructional method
which consistently provides high laarmner achievements and positive learnex
attitudes.

The student-centered philosovhy of Dewey (19143 1916), the group
dynamics of Lewin (1943), the non-directive counseling techniques of Rogers
(1951), and the individual differences findings by Gagne (1967) indicate
that learning outcomes should increase when students are encouraged to take
an active part in instructional decision-makings Many researchers have
tested various aspects of this hypothesis with generally positive resultis
1(;12;;3:- and Clark, 1963; Mager and McCann, 19673 Miles, Kibler, and Pettigrew,

T)e

Speech educators have generally been active contributors to campara=-
tive teaching methods research. Thompson (1967) reviewed numerous studies
which compare teaching methods in the speech communication ¢lassroom and
concluded that no one method is better tha any other, More recently, a
few speech commmication educators have advocated certain innovations which
are designed to offer more opportunities for students to make decisdi ons con-
cerning the instructional situation (Spragus, 1971)., However, there is a
lack ofpublished experimental siudies shich investigate the effects of such
innovations in the sp2ech communication classroom,

The general education literature is rplete with conceptual discussions
and evaluative studies of increased learner decision-makinge This study is
an attempt to £ill theneed for controlled, experimental investigations of this
variable, Judd (1971) expresses thisneed when he cancludes that

small, well-® ntrolled laboratory studies of relevant control optians
in which specific performance measure. are examined, are required
prior to any generalizations concerning the utility of learmer control
in practical instructional programs. (pe 11)

This study was an attempt to respond to the following general research
question: Within the speech communication paradigm, what are the effects of
increased learner input into instructional decision-making? More specifically,
this study investigated the effects of learner input into instructional de-
cision-making on comprehension and on attitude toward task,

RATICNALE

Opportunities for students to make instructional deeisl ons, a con-
dition here designated as lesarner input, have been provided in mmerous
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instructional programs, all of which seem to include at least one of the
£ollowing componenis: (1) stated behavioral objectives, (2) alternative
learning activities, and (3) self-pacing opnowtimities. Investigations of
each of these comporents indicate generally positive effects on comprehen-
gsion and/or attitvde toward task,

Though speech commmicstion educators have long advocated personal-
ized approaches to individual improvement (Barnes, 1952), very few have uti-
lized learnet input within the speech communication classroom. A few
speech educators have recognized the importance of behaviorally stated
objectivese Kibler, Barker, and Cegala (1970) propose a rationale and defense
oft:eir value in speech education, Tucker (1973) and Haynes (1973) further
explicate methods for the formulaii on and use of behavioral objectives,

Baker (1967) and Gruner (1968) discuss theuse of such objectives in evaluabing
speech nerformances. Indications arethat such objectives are demanding more
attention from speech educators; however, as Tucker (1973) indicates, the
literature does not indicate extensive use of such objectives in the speech
classroom. Though the use of performunce options is familier, there has
been little published in the speech cormunicatiocn education literature which
suggests any other use of alternative learning activities, Sprague (1971)
suggests that alternative or optional activities be offered to students of
speech commmnication, Though there are programmed texts available (Gibsen,
1971; Haynes, 1973), there is little indication that speech comrmmnication
educators have made a significant attempt to compensate for differing rates
of leaming,

Pew studies investigate more than one of the three camponents which
are specifiad in this study as requisites to the conditions oflearner input.
So theliter-ture generally falls into three categories, each corresponding
to one of the components of learner inpute Each will be reviewed independ-
ently.

Gagne (1969) postulated that informing students of behavioral objece
tives at the beginning of an instructionsl unit should increase desired learmer
outcomes becausc they (1) inform the learner of the performance expected of
him, (2) stimulate recall of subject matter, and (3) guide the learnerfds
thinking, Mager (1962) agreed:

With clear objectives in view, the student knows which activitles

on his part are relevant to his success; and it is no longer necessary
forhinm to 'psych out! the instructor,
Empirical research generally suprnorts these assertions that stated behavioral
objectives will improve learner outpute.

For example, Mager and McCann (1961) investigated the achievement of
engineering students who were given a list of specific behavioral objectives
and comnlete control over what and how they would reach those objectives.
There was not statistical analysisghowever, results indicated that (1)
training time was reduced 65% and (2) the students were inforwally evaluated
as more confident and competent than previous graduates (Mager and Clark,1963)e
Mager and Clark {1963) described a similar.study in which the experimental
subjects performed almost as well as the control subjects, buirequired only
half the instructional time., Miles, Kibler, and Pettigrew (1967) report the
use of stated behavioral objectives in the form of study questions presented
o students before three of the six study units in an imtroductory educational
psychology course, Results of & £ifty-question multiple choice test over
each of the six units revealed the superiority of the groups who had had the
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study guostionse 4An analysis of the variance indicated the difference among
the means as statistically signifMcant at the 001 level of confidence, A
subsequent post hoc sanalysis between each vair of groups indicated that all
three study queostion groups weore significantly superior to all thrce groups
which were not proveded with study questions (p4.05).

Other findings have strengthened the general direction of these
results, Olsen and lockard (1972) found that prior Imowledge of behavioral
objectives in ninth grade physical science results in greater achievement on
a standardized achicvement tost, "Interaction of Matter and Energy" (Rand
MeNally & Co.) and in greater retention., The experimental treatment resulted
in overall mean diff~rences simnificant at the .01 lewel of dipnificance.

An unpublished masters thesis %nﬁhgel, 1968) reported significantly higher
scores on achicevement tests if math students were told in advance the objec-
tives for each activity (Cook, 1969). Kaplan and Rothkopf (1972) studied
the effcects of four characteristics of instructional objectives uron intene
tional and incidental learning, They found, amerg other things, t.atspeci-
fically stated objectives produce greater learning (intentiomal and incidental)
than generzlly stated objectives, At least one researcher, Cock (1969), re-
ported no significant differences (at the 05 lewul of confidence) Jetween
instruction with and without stated instructional objectives, At least one
researcher, Cook (1969), reported no significant differences, However, Cook
(1969) did revort significant differences in rates of forgetting, as did
Olsen and Lockard (1972).

Few published studies utilize alternative leariing activities as an
independent variable, and most of these studies investigate the relative
effectiveness of independent study programs and traditional classroom oroce-
dures For example, Himmel (1969) compared student outcomes from an inlepend=-
ent study exverience to those from a more structured learning experience.

He found no significant difference in comprehension or retention, but t.ae
students who had studied independently were judged (by a two-page opinicn
blank) to have a more favorable attitude toward the teaching-learning method.
Judd (19"1) invesbigated learner control of a programmed instructional sequence
in a precalculus mathematics coursee He reported no signilicant difference
between vostitest scores of the experimental group (subjects with a great deal
of ® ntrol over thelearning sequence) and the control group (subjects with
1ittle control over the learning sequence)s Further research is needed to
confirm or refute this finding,

Very few studies investigate the relative worth of self-regulated
pacing over pre-determined vacing, In the area of programmed instruction,
Follettie (1961) reported significantly better learmer output for self-
paced prograsise Three studies (Mitzel, 1962; Briggs, Plashinski, and Jones,
19555 Silverman and Alter, 1961) reported no superiority of self- over
teacher- or programer- pacing, Longitudinal studies (Zducation USi, 1968;
University of Texas Dental Branch at Houston, 1971) which incorporate self-
pacing as a part of their innevative programs endorsed self-pacing as a valuabie
caonent of their respective programse. These findings suggest the efficacy
of self-nacing, bub, as in the previous area, the lack of controlled experi-
mental studies indicates the need for more research,

No one has specifically reported the effects of learmer input on
attitude toward task, However, several researchers have measured certain
affective states which may, in turn,affedt the learner's attitude toward the
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instructional tac%e There are indications that increased autonomy encourages
learner motivation (Mager, 1961). Mae specifically, some researchers hypo-
thesize that snecified behawvioral objectives decrease learner anxiety
(Kiblrr, Barker, and Miles, 1970,p. 106)s Those concepts--motivation and
anxiety--seem to be closely related to le armer attitude toward instructional
taske Small group research has established that f-vorable member attitudes
toward task and toward the situaticn seem to be a consequence of several
factors, one of vhich is job autonomy--a ccncept comparzble to learner input
within the instructional situati-n (McGrath and Altman, 1966).

Results of orevious studies investigating the theee aspects of learmer
input--stased behavioral objectives, learner activities, and scli-nacing op-
vortunities~-generallr indic-~te that increased learner input into instructional
decision-making will have positive eff2cis on ccmprehension and/or attitude
towerd taske

SWAY AID SPUILIT OF HY. OPHESES

Educational systems are fcunded on theassumption that learning results
from a systematic coveraze of subject mattor, Therefore, any concentrated
exposure to specific subject matter should inc-ease learner comprehensions
However, educational research findings continue to establish evidence indica-
ting that a student comes to the learning situation W th more lmowlcdge than
the instructor realizes--knowledge about the subject matter and knowledge
about his own capabilities, Findings suggest that if a learnmer knows precisely
what is expected of him, he can better focus his attention and energies on
achieving thnse objectives; thus, stated behavioral objectives should in-
crease le-rmer comprehensione Research has also cstablished that students
differ in their intcrest patterns and e¢-gnitive styles as well as in their
learning abil 'ties and that a particular learning activity should be more
efective with one student than with another, Therefore, alternative learning
activities should increase learner comprehensione Finally, individual differ-
ences rescarch also tends to support the assumption that students learn at
differing rates; so ooportunities for self-pacing should also increase compre-
hension, Besides increased comnrehension, findings suggest that students
have more positive attitudes toward instructional tasks over which they have
some degree of comteole All these findings have encouraged the implementatin
of programs whiich provide for each student to make individual decid ons as to
his instructional activities and rate of learning--a.condition which has been
cdesignated in this study as learner inoubt, Programs attcompting to frovide
learner innut generally include at least one of the following componends:

(1) stated behavioral objectives; (2) alterna“ive lezrning activities; and

(3) self-pacing opportunities, Many such programs are now in progress; however,
there is a startling lack ofexperimental evidence to support the efficacy of
these prorrams. The few published studies of this varia le generally indicate
positive relationships bet:jeen increased opportunities for lezrner input and
increased comprehension and attitude toward taske

On that basis, the following hyvotheses were derived:

H1: Subjects within the no le-~rner innut condition will have d& gnificantly
higher comprehension scores than subjects «ithin the @ ntrol cond tion.

H2: Subjects within the learner input éendition will have significantly
higher comprehsnsion scores than subjects within the control conditione

6
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HB: Subjects within the learner innut condition will have significauntly
higher comprehension scores than subjects within the no learner innut
condition,

H) ¢ Subjects within the leamer inmrut © ndition will have significantly

more favorable attitudes toward the instructional task than subjects

tithin the no learner input condition,

METHOD

Subjects

Subjects for this experiment were drawn from three sections of
Cammunication 111, Princioles of Speech Communication at Stephen F. Austin
State University, d'ring the spring semester of 197h. All three sections
were taught by the same vrofessor, Generalizability of the experiment is
limited to statements aicut the population from which the sample was drawn,
ieesy students in the Ccrmunication 111 course at Stephen F, Austin State
finiversity during the spring semester, 197k

Independent Vardable
The learner inout condition inecluded the three components described
previocusly as necessary for learner inpute--behavioral objectives, alternative
learning activities, and self-nacing onnortunities. Each of these was ppera-
tionalized as follows:
(1) The hehavioral objective for the task was
At theend of this assigmment, you should be able to match correctly
at least tenty aspects or characteristics of commmunication with
thd r definitions or descriptionse.
(2) ZEach subject was encourazed to choose at least one of the following
alternatigg learning activities:
a, Read a:ticle only
be Read article and listen to taped lecturs
ce Read article and view glide presentation with thetaped lecture
d. Do either activity "b" or “c" without reading article.
e Read)arbicle and participate in a small group discussion (students
only
f. Read article and mrticivate in a small groun discussion (leader
provided)
ge Read article and participate in an individual conference
he Read article and additional readings
i. Real article and answer study questions
je Participate in any other activity which will help wou reach the
objective,
(3) Self-pacing opportunities were available in that each subject might
take the dependent measures at any scheduled time.
The no learner in-ut condition insluded only the reading assignment and a
deadline for its completion, at which time all subjects took the dependent measures.
The control eonditicn ineluded only an administration of the comprehension
measure at a bime corresvonding to that in the no learner input condition.
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Dependent Variables

Camprehension was overaticnalized as a twenty-item matching test over
the reading assigmment.

Attitude toward instructional task was indicated by the evaluative di-
mension of Osgood, Suci,,and Tannenbaum (1957), as modified by McCroskey,
Young, and Scott (1972).

Procedures

This section describes two as s of the experimental procedure: the

instructional task involved and experimental and control condition,

The instructional task consisted of a twelve-page reading assignment,

"A Conceptual Overview of Communications Dimensions! from Speech Communicae
tion Behavior: Perspectives and Princinles, edited by Larry L. Barker and
Robert J. Kibler,  This article was selected because the subject matter,
length, and difficulty of the article were anpropriate and because the authors
state several behavioral objectives, one of which was adaptable to an appro-
priate comprehension measure,

wearner inmut condition, The reading assigmment was presented to the
subjects on the second class meeting of the gpring semester, 197h. Each subject
received a packet which contained

(1) an introduction

(2) +the behavioral objective

(3) the aternative learning activities

(4) a laboratory schedule. A laboratory was open irom 4:00 p.m, until
6200 Deme every school day, beginning with the second class meeting
and continuing for five school days. The lavoratory provided
(2) an informed person to answer questions coneerning procedure and/
or subject matter and (b) materials and equipment necessary for
learning activitids. Ilsarning activities and tests were operational
only at those scheduled times,

(5) a revort of learning activity chofce. Each subject designated, during
the second class meeting of the semester, the activity option(s)
which he chose,

(5) a copy of the article.

No learner innut condition. The reading assignment was presented to
the subjects on the second class meeting of the spring semester, 1974, Each
subject received a packet which containead

(1) an introduction and instructions

(2) a copr of the article

(3) the deadline for the assigmment, vhich was the f£ifth class meeting
(Monday, Wednesday, Friday classes) or the fourth class meeting
(Tuesday, Thursday classes).

YkeCroskey, Young, and Scott (1972) indicate this instrument was
initially reported by McCroskey (1965).

2Jarry L. Barker and Robert J, Kibler, SPEECH COMMUNICATION BEHAVIOR:
Perspectives and Principles, (C) 1971. Reproduced by permission of Prentice-
Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, Ne J. No further reproduction is permitied.
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Control condition. Subjects received only the dependent measures
at a time corresronding to that for the no learner innut condition.

During the experimental period, no out-of-class assignments were
made in any ofthe three sectionse The dependent measures vere administered,
for the learner in~ut condition, at any of the schediled times; for the
other two conditions, on the fourth class meeting (Monday, Wednesday, Friday
classes) or the fifth class meeting (Tuesday, Thursday classes).

Data Analysis
An after-only experimental design was utilized, Three sections of
Cammunication 111 were randemly assigned to one of three conditions de-
scribed above. The mean squares within, as derived from an analysis of
:arias:ce s were used as the variance pooled when applying the appropriate
"t!e SO

RESULL'S

Hypotheses Testing

A 1x3 analysisof variance for the comprehension scoreg and & 1x2
analysis of variance for the attitude scores were conducted.” These analyses
established the mean squares within, which were subsequently utilized, as
a better estimate of the variance, in pnlace of the variance pooled protion
of the t-tests The «05 criterion was established.

}}1 ¢ Ss within the no learner input condition will have d gnificantly
higher comprehension scores than Ss within the control condition.

On the basis of theresults indicated by statistical analysis, the null
hypothesis was rejected, Table 1 indicates th» mean scores assoclated with
this hyvothesise 4 t value of 3,2983 indicated significantly higher compre-
hension scores of theno learner input groun than those of the contrel group
(p&05, 41,696, df=32),

Table 1
Mean Scores fraom Dependent Measures
Comprehension Attitude
Learner Input
Condition N=17 9.882L 29,8235
No learner Input
Condition N»17 966LT1 32,0000
co&%ﬁa}tion N=17 50882l -

}12 ¢ Ss within thelearner input condition will have significantly
higher comprehension scores than Ss within the control condition.
Results of the statistical analysisindicatedths rejection of the null

31‘119 1x3 Analysis of Variance on comprehension scores indicated a
significant main effect for groups of 7.736 (p405, F=3,23, df=2,48), The
1x2 Analysisof Variance on attitude scores did not indicute a significant main
effect, yielding a value of 0,826 (p405, F=lie17, df=1,32),

e ¥
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hypothesis in this case also. Table 1 reveals the mean scores assoclated
with this hypothesise. A t value of 3.50L5 indicated significantly higher
canprehens.on sceres of the learner in~ut condition than those of the conirol
condition (p<05, t=1,656, df=32),
H3: Ss :dthin the lenrner inout condition will have significantly
higher comnrehension scoresthan Ss within the no learmer input
condition.

On the basis of the result s of the statistical analysis, the null
hyvothesis could not be rejected, Mean scores associated with this hypothesis
are found in Teble 1o A ¢ v@lue of 0.,2062 indicated no significant difference
in comprechension scores between the learner input group and the no learner
innub qroup (p‘.OS, t=1,696, df=32),

Iﬁlz Ss W thin the learnerinnut condition will have g gnificantly
more favorable attitudes toward the instructional task than Ss
within the no learner innut condition.

On the basisof the results el statistical analysis, the null hypothesis
could not be rejected in this cnse either, Mean sceres asscciated with this
hypothesis are indicated in Table 1, A t value of 0,9087 indicated no signi-
ficant difference in attitude scores between the learner input and no learner
input qrounrs (p<€.05, t=1,196, df=32),

Participation Annlysis--No learner Input Condition

On the initial day ofthe study, each of the seventeen subjects within
the learner input condition indicated that he or she would participate in at
least one of the suggested lzarning activities (see Table Zg. A number of
Ss volunteered for activities which required outside meetings (slide or
lecture presentations, group discussions, or individuval conferences), Eleven
subjects indicatod that they would participat~ on an individual basis
(readings or study questions). No one signed up forlearning activity “D"
(slides or lecture 'rithout the article).

The actual particiiation records indicate that fifteen of these learnsr
input subjects didnot particivate as they had indicated they would. Seven
subjects did not “articipate ina learning activity at all (beyond simply
reading thearticle), and four of then participated in more or different learning
activities than the ones they had previously indicated.

ith regard to the self-pacing oprortunities operatioralized as a
component of learner input, it should be noted that no subjects chose to
take the dependent measurc before the deadline, All Ss participated in the
group administration of the denendent measures during the regular class
period one week following the introduction of the experimental treatment.

Table 2
Distribution of Volunteers and Participaats
in learning Activities

Learning Activity Volunteers® Participants

A, Read article only 3 data not available
B, Ilecture 2 1

C. Slides 7 2

10
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learning Activity Volunteers Participonts

D. Bor ¢ (no A) 0 0
E. Discussion (students) 5 3
F., Discussion (leader) 2 1
Ge Individual Conference 1 0
H. Readings e 2
I, Study "uestions L 8
Jo Other 2 o)

*Several subjects volunteéred for morethan one activity.

Post Hoc Andl ysis

A Tollow-up inquiry in the learner input section (N=17) revealed
that one S reported not having read the article at all, ten Ss reported
having read it once, and six Ss revorted having read it two or more times.
4 similar inquiry in the no le~rner input condition (N=17) revewled that one
S had not read the article at all; seven had read it once; ad nine Ss had
read it tirice or more (see Table 3),

Table 3
Self Reports of Reading Article

Not At A1  Once  Twice or More

Iearner Input

Condition 1 10 6
No Learner Inoubt

Condition 1 7 9

The observation of the mean comprehension scores within the learner
input econdition, when subjects were grouped by the number of activities in
which they participated, invited post hoc analysise The learner input group
which particiva ed 4n no additional activities had a mean acore of 8,0000
(N=7); the group sizch participated in one additional activity had & mean
score of 9,6000 (N=5); and the group with <t least two additional activi-
ties had amean score of 12,8000 (N=5), Since, the F value derive. from a
1x3 analysis of variance lacked significance, typical data snooping tech-
niques could not be utilized (McNemar, 1969, De 323), On that basis, any
claim for directional support, indicating thet the more acti~ities an S
is involved in, the greater that S's comprehension score, is necessarily
tentative.

DISCUSSION

The confirmation of the first two hypotheses isnot at all surprising.
Tts theoretical basis is the same as that of all traditional educational
gystemst Any systematic instructional procedure should increase compro-
hension of specific subject matter significantly more than no instructim
at all,

More surprising, considering the conceptual and empirical evidencze
presented in the first part of the paper, was the inability to confirm the
third and fourth hypotheses, Methodological problems may have contributed
to the lack of significance between the camprehension and attitude scores
of the learner input condition and no learner input conditione Certain of
these problems were unavoidables: practical considerations precluded

il
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their prevention. For examnle, thelearner ianut conditicn might have resulted
in greater comprehension scores if participation in learning activities had
not bzen so inconvenient, Closely welated to this isthe possibility that
using someone obher than the repular tecacher to introduce the assignment may
have contributed to a perception on the part of the Ss that the assignment
was not a part of the course structure, It scems that the ideal learner
inout condition (1) would require no additional class meetings, so that it
would be no less convenient than the no learmer input conditim and (2)
would be: conducted be the course instructor, so that it would retain all

the authenticity of any other assigmment, Unfortunately such operational=-
ization was not practical in this situatione.

The fact that no Ss took advantage ofthe self-pacing opvortunity
afforded the learner innut condition may indicate that this component of
learner input was not onerationalized for maximum effectivenesse The ab-
sence of an incentive to finish the assignment early and the inconvenience
entailed may have negated the pcsitive effects which self-pacing has been
revorted to h-ve on comorehension andattitude toward task.

Another methodological consideration concerns the students'! intro-
duction to the expmerimental treatment. Due to a communication breakdown
between the experimenter and the course instructor, students were informed
that their performance on this assigmment would not affect their gradese
Though a potentially devastating circumstance, participation records indicate
that this introduction did not totally invalidate subsequent results. Perhaps
students' prior exverience with vrofessors and grades andthe fact that the
experimant was introduced cxtremely early in the semester (during the second
class mecting), prom>ted the subjects to take the assignment relatively
seriously., It should be noted that Ss in both experimental conditions did
operate under the same instructionse.

Another possible explanation for the lack of a significant difference
in the effects of learner input and no learner input is the possibility
thatthe effects of learner in-~ut did not emerge within the context of this
experiment. Learner input effects may only become significant in longer
time periods or :rith more complex tasks. Perhaps the advantages of increased
learner decision-making are long-term and appecr after an extended learner
invut experience, Or verhaps learner input is more effective with learner
tasks of a higher order than simple comprehension; for example, application,
analysis, synthesis, or evaluation. Only fubture research can establish
the validity of these nostulitions,

There is also a possibility that the failure to confirm the third
andfourth hyvotheses lies in the c-ncentualization and operationalizati on
of learner inoubt. Since this study was somewhat unique in that it attempted
to ascertain, exrerimentally, the combined effects of all three components,
there is a slipht v)ssibility that an interaction among the components of
learner input (unique to the experimental situation) was respcnsible for
the resvlts. This pessibility was not considered a priori; therefore, no
method of ascertaining this interaction is available,

h'rhe 1x3 Analysis of Variance among Ss with no activities, Ss with
one activity, and Ss with two or more activities did not indicate a signi-
ficant main effect. It ylelded a value of 2,57l (p£.05, Fu3,7h, df=2,1L).

12
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The participation data shows that, within the learner input condi-
tion, subjects were not at all rebicent about volunteering for alternative
learning activities, No one specific activity was required, but over half
of the subjects volunteered for group activities vhich required time outside
of class, This volunteering indicates that the learner input manipulation
was received fairly well by the subjects in the learner input conditione

However, it is interesting to note that the identity and number of
subjects changed somewhat when the time came for actual participatione
Apparently, after voluntebring, subjects perceived the activities as being
either more ¢r less convenient and/or valuable than they had before. Again,
the motivation factor, coupled W th required output, may have influenced
these decisi onse

Information fram Table 3 indicates that the number of subjects actually
reading the article did not differ from the learner inout group to the no
learmer invut group, and that at least one third of the subjects from each
group read the article twice or more. From that observation, it may be
agsumed that most learner innub subjects used thelearning activities as
reinforcement of the subject matter within the article and nob as a replace~
ment of it, This information also indicates that the subjects did cooperate
with the assignment, even though they were aware that it would not affect
their course mrades. However, the potential for error in this self reporte
ing measure of read ng activity is considered rather high,

Finally, there is an indication that (within the learner input group)
the subjects who volunbarily participated in two or more ke arning activities
tended to have bettor comprehension scores than those who only read the
articles It is impossiblz to tell from the data whether this relation is a
function of the individusls® motivetion, of thelr increased participation,
or both,

DLLICATICHS FOR FUTURE RESZARCH

Perhapns the greatest contribution of this study to educational and
and commmication theory is thebody of ressarch questions which it generates.
As has been indicated previously, few prior studies have overationalized learmer
input in precisely this way, and few studies have investigated the effects
of similar instructional approaches within the experimental paradigm. So
this study ‘ras somewhat unique, in that it attempted to study the efféeis of
an instructional approach which was currently very popular but had only a
modicum of empirical support. The reswlts of this study indicate no reason
4o abandon research into learner input. In fact, they suggest ab least
five promising avenues for future research of the concept. Each of these
avenues will be discussed independently: (1) replications of the current
study; (2) the nature of the effects of leamer input; (3) individual differ-
ences and learnmer input; (L) the canceptualization of learner input; and
(5) speech communicatiun ~Aducation and learner input.

Replications of the Curra i Study
Given the inherent limitations of this study and the methodological
. problems which developed during the experiment, replications seem to be in
order.

13




BEST COPY AVAILABLE 12

Results of the s.udy arenct immediately generalizable to practical
jnstructional situatiocns b-cause of the limited popnulation and thenarrow
learning task involved. Renlications i th Ss drawn fram various populae
tion samples would establish experimental evidence as to the effcctiveness
of learner inout within various grade and age levels.

Still other partial repljcations could be fruitfully conducted with
various learning tasks which involve levels of learning beyond simple compre=-
hension-~application, analysis, synthesis, evaluation, and perhaps even
creative thought, Further replications of thls study can also investigace
various combinations of these levels of learning.

Other partial replications could investigate the effectiveness of
various e arning modalities (dyadic versus small group versus lecture,
reading versus listening, and so on).

Needless to say, any experimenter attempting a replicaticn of this
study would do well to attend to the methodological problems discussed aboves.
Ideally, the learner inrut condition would be perceived by the student (or
subject.s as areasonable learning situation, imposing no great inconvenience
(or threat) beyond that from more traditional approaches. Also, any future
replication should, by all means, include provisions for incorporating the
experimental conditions into the course as a regular assignment for whieh
the subjects would receive grades, Finally, the regular instructor would,
ideally, handle 21l the experimental treatmerbs.

Though serious questions concerning the operationalization of the
dependent variables ¢id not arise during the experiment, replications of the
study would be veluable if their results could be generalized to a number of
camprehension and attitude measures, Fossible investigation of additional
dependent variables is discussed below.

Nature of the Effects of learner Input

The mesults of this study are puzzling, campared to previous concep-
tual and empirical studies concerning the effects of legrner inpat. Setting
methodological problens aside for the moment, two potential explanations of
this discrepancy come to mind,

There isa nossibility that the effects of learmer input on compre-
hensior and attitude toward tusk do not emerge (1) in such a short time
or (2) with such a simple btask, In addition, the comprehension and attltude
effects of learner input may be cumulative. With a series of complex tasks
or during a longer time span, the effects might be significantly different.,
Future investigations might productively focus on this possibility.

Still other limitations of this study concern its restriction to
speech commmnication subject matier. Besides replicating this study in
other discipline areas, experimenters might attempt to establish which subject
matter areas or disciplines recspond most favorably to learner input and which
do not readily adapt to student deeisi on-making.

Anocther possibility is that learner input approaches may not signifi-
cantly affect comprehension or at.ltude toward task, but do affect other
educational outcomes., Same instructors now using forms of learner input
cladm that it teaches decigion-making skills, thus pramoting student artonoiyy.
Future research might well seek to substantiabte those claims experimentally.
Intuition leads to further speculation that such input could affect persordity
varisles. If, as the results of this study indicate, learner input achieves
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essentiallv the same comprehension and attitude effects as no learner innut,
and if prescientific thouzlb claims significont additional effects, then the
concept merits further investi-zation. ZEvidence oocerning both positive and
negative effacts of le~rner input would be a vital contribution to the formu-
lation of instructional theory and practices

Individual Differences and Learner Input

Tecent snterest in learner input has closely paralleled amphasis on
individualization, or the attempt to handle effectively a wide range of in-
dividual differences in one classroom (Dell, 19723 lLewis, 1971). Therefore,
an obvious avenue for future research would include an attempt to link
learner input effects to individual differences. learner inout is, in part,
an attemnt to adapt to individual differences. Ironically, that very attempt
to adapt to individual differences may have negative efrects on certain in=
dividuals. The results of this study suggest that different people react
diffeorently to the learmer input situation. Some subjects were motivated to
particinate ina.greater number of learning activities than others, and those
who were motivated to take part in two or more activities tended to have
botier comprehension scores than those who participated in no activities
beyond reading the article. Future investigations night attempt to correlate
individual reactions to learner input situations (vhich lead to motivation or
achievement) with personality varid les (such as dogmatism or self esteem).
Perhaps various degrees of learner input may be found to be effective with
various individuals., Ideally, future research would establish optimm levels
of lo~rner ‘n-wt for various individuals, according to their capabilities
and personalities,

Conceptuatization of learner Inputb

Since the cemtral concept of this study had not been previously
operationalized in exactly this way, a closer analysis of the camponents of
learner innvt might prove valuable to future researchers,

A review of the literature indicates that the use of behavioral
objectives has more 30lid empirical supnort than either of the other compo-
nentse Perhaps fiture researchers would do well Yo investigate the indepen-
dent effects of the other t-o components, alternative learning activities
and self-pacing opvortunities.

Studies establishing the independent effects of each of the components
are generally not exverimental, but descriptive (University ofTexas Dental
Branch, 19713 Education USA, 1968)s The possibility that the use of all
three components within the experimental paradigm might cause an unidenti.
fied imteraction among the components which in turn, keeps the predicted
effocts from materializing, was discussed previously., Fubure researchers might
prafitably investipate the possibility of interaction among these three cam-
ponents and their relative effects on selected dependent variablese

Perhaps, with certain age groups, certain tasks, or certain indivi-
duals, a single comoonent would be more effective than a combination of all
three components. This possibility leads to the conclusion that learner
input isnot an all-cr-nothing proposition. There may be degrees of learner
input. Future research can conceivable sstablish guidelines for the most
effective use of differential opvoutunities for learner input, With such
guidelines, an instructor might consider task characteristics and student
characteristics befors fornulating a sequence including the optimum amount
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of lecarner decision-malking. Such vlanning would be of obvious benefit bo
practical instruction,

Speech Cormunication Educat:ion and Learner Inout

Tach of Lhe research suggestions proposed in this chapter could be
implemented with the speech communication classrooms With such research will
come the ability to make valid statements conscerning the efficacy of learner
input in all levels and with all subject matier, Ideally, through such
research, speech educators can discover the advantages and limitations of
learner imout within the speech communication classroome

Beyond the pedagogical value, such research will shed light on im-
portant variables within the comrmnication rocesss Since learner input
is essentially an attempt to facilitate two-way communication within the
classroon, it seems that rescarch into learmer inpub can be valuzble to the
science of communication as well as to general educatione

Conclusion

Adthough learner innut seems to hold considerable promise for the
field of educational research, its potential contiribution to the more gen-
eral science of comrmmnicationis not insignificant. With the specification
of the advanta-es and disadvantages of learner input will come one more
$ool with which to build an effective communication situation in the class-
roorie This study is but one step in that direction.
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